Public Radio published a summary of the court ruling, and the text of the ruling is available online. Putting the logical pieces together, Judge O'Connor ruled that the remaining parts of the ACA could not be constitutional without a constitutional Individual Mandate. "Because rewriting the ACA without its 'essential' feature is beyond the power of an Article III court, the Court thus adheres to Congress's textually expressed intent and binding Supreme Court precedent to find the Individual Mandate is inseverable from the ACA's remaining provisions." 2 Judge O'Connor denied the plaintiffs' request for an injunction against the ACA, but the judge granted summary judgement in favor of the plaintiffs. The denial of the injunction means that the ACA will remain in force pending appeal of the decision.
This decision highlights the inherent problem with the ACA: people favor insurance coverage of preexisting medical conditions, but they are opposed to forcing people to purchase insurance. As noted in previous articles, 3, 4 pre-existing conditions are uninsurable and cannot be covered by insurance, so coverage requires some form of subsidy. People favor the subsidy, but do not want to pay for it. President Trump has indicated he does not want to abandon people with pre-existing medical conditions, but he has never acknowledged that coverage would require a subsidy, nor has he articulated a mechanism to pay for this
